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Abstract: In the globalised world, despite the fact that natural settings themselves 
cannot move, a variety of products and ideas related to nature can and do move. In this 
paper, a typical Japanese landscape, satoyama, is examined in depth in order to reveal 
one mechanism of the globalisation of symbolic concepts of nature. The examination 
reveals that, in the shift of satoyama from local to national level, there are both a 
common problem, the destruction of the rural environment in local areas, and a 
keyword with local variations of meaning, satoyama. Professionals and the media play 
a key role to promote the importance of sharing the same understanding of the 
problem and to integrate the keyword’s local variations. From national to global level, 
there is also a common difficulty, the destruction and abandonment of cultivated land. 
In order to share the same understanding, the Japanese government and its 
counterparts attempt to propose a useful framework, the SATOYAMA Initiative. 
However, this attempt involves a reinterpretation of satoyama using scientific 
explanations. Neither the change of the meaning of satoyama nor the contribution of 
the Japanese government and its counterparts has resulted in meaningful achievement. 
Keywords: globalisation, environmental management, satoyama, the SATOYAMA 
Initiative 
 
要約：グローバル化が進んだ現在、様々な事象が国や地域を越えて移動しているが、
自然環境は地域に根差したものであり、自然そのものが越境して移動することはでき
ない。だが、自然からの生産物や自然観は越境することができ、その研究事例も複数
紹介されている。本論文では、象徴的な自然の一例として日本の里山を取り上げ、里
山という概念が地域から日本全国へ、日本から世界へと広がっていく様相を精査して、
グローバル化のメカニズムを検討する。里山という概念が地域から日本全国へと広が
っていった際には、地域差があった里山の意味が統一され、同時に里山保全の重要さ
が全国で共有されるようになった。その際に大きな役割を担ったのが学術研究者やメ
ディアであった。日本から世界へ広がる際には、環境省や国連大学が大きな役割を担
い、農林地の保全という世界的な環境保護の課題に対して SATOYAMA イニシアティ
ブを提案することで貢献しようとした。だが、提案の過程で里山が科学的な表現で再
定義されることになり、結果として里山の魅力が減退したのではないかと示唆される。 
キーワード：グローバリゼーション、環境保全、里山、SATOYAMA イニシアティブ 
 
Since the late 20th century, globalisation has been a keyword in discussions about almost 
anything in the world. There are diverse interpretations of globalisation, yet the term 
‘globalisation’ can be understood as ‘the intensification of global interconnectedness, 
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suggesting a world full of movement and mixture, contact and linkage, and persistent 
cultural interaction and exchange’ (Inda and Rosaldo 2002: 2). Giddens (1990: 14) 
characterises globalisation by using the phrase ‘time-space distanciation,’ which refers 
to ‘the conditions under which time and space are organised so as to connect presence 
and absence’. Both statements indicate that all human beings on the earth are tied to and 
influence on each other, regardless of the place where they exist, move, and stay. 
   Anthropologists have focused on the movement of culture in the globalised world. 
Inda and Rosaldo (2002: 11-12) states that cultural subjects and objects are dislodged 
from fixed locations and reinscribed in other specific environments. They use the terms 
‘deterritorialization’ and ‘reterritorialization,’ and according to them, most cultural 
objects and activities move around the world by being separated from their original 
location and being settled into new environments. Appadurai (1996) considers that not 
only human beings but also various objects are in motion, and he proposes five different 
dimensions of global cultural flows, i.e. ethnoscapes, mediascapes, technoscapes, 
financescapes, and ideoscapes. By using the suffix ‘-scape,’ Appadurai attempts to show 
that the reality of globalisation is understood and interpreted with reference to diverse 
subjective perspectives on the current, shrinking world. 
   Concerning the relation between globalisation and nature, natural settings 
themselves exist in one definite place, and do not move around the world. However, the 
condition of natural settings is influenced by diverse factors globally, and in fact, local 
environmental problems are not the only issues for the local community but cause 
various consequences for the international society. As a result, environmental issues are 
discussed locally, nationally, and globally. For example, air pollution in China is not a 
problem for Chinese residents exclusively but also for people in neighbouring countries, 
including the Japanese, and so some countermeasures against one nation’s air pollution 
are discussed beyond the national borders. 
In addition, some crops and collections from natural settings such as matsutake 
mushrooms, aromatic trees or tuna fish are utilised, commoditised and consumed 
worldwide (Matsutake Worlds Research Group 2009, Yamada 2010, Bestor 2004). The 
commoditisation and consumption of these natural products impact on the world, for 
example, the environmental destruction caused by intensive collection and harvesting of 
certain plants and animals, and the exploitation of poor local people and migrants as 
cheap labour. 
   In order to tackle environmental issues and difficulties, the frameworks of 
environmental management have been discussed internationally by diverse 
professionals and lay people. These frameworks are conceptual, and what a 
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framework’s conservation targets differs according to the environmental perspectives 
implicit in the framework. It is a common understanding among anthropologists that 
environmental perspectives vary depending on different cultural backgrounds, and in 
fact, Western environmental perspectives, in which nature and culture are usually 
considered to be polar opposites (e.g. Pepper 1996), have had a strong influence on 
several frameworks of environmental management. This point can be seen in the World 
Heritage Convention. 
The World Heritage Convention came into effect in 1972 with two opposing 
categories, Natural and Cultural Heritage. Natural Heritage sites were selected from 
nature conservationists’ point of view, with a contribution by the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature. In this category, the natural settings with minimal human 
interference were selected. In contrast, Cultural Heritage sites were chosen by architects 
and architectural historians, and these sites are examples of extraordinary man-made 
architecture ranging from monuments, structures and buildings to ruins (Fowler 2003: 
15). The key problem with the World Heritage Convention categories was that there was 
no category for the sites which were formed by the interaction between nature and 
human beings. Therefore, after the unsuccessful implementation of the category ‘Mixed 
Heritage,’ the notion of cultural landscapes was introduced. 
According to the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World 
Heritage Convention1, cultural landscapes are ‘cultural properties and represent the 
“combined works of nature and of man.”’ The Guidelines also note that cultural 
landscapes ‘are illustrative of the evolution of human society and settlement over time, 
under the influence of the physical constraints and/or opportunities presented by their 
natural environment and of successive social, economic, and cultural forces, both 
external and internal.’ Since the implementation of the notion of cultural landscapes, a 
variety of assets formed by the interaction between human beings and nature, such as 
rice terraces and mining districts, have been selected as World Heritage sites. 
In fact, the term ‘landscape’ has come to indicate natural and cultural features in 
certain settings as well as the historical formation of these features (e.g. Meinig 1979, 
Groth 1997). The International Union for Conservation of Nature has widened the 
targeted conservation areas by using the category of landscape effectively. Since 1978 
when the first categories system for protected areas was developed, the chief target of 
the International Union for Conservation of Nature has been natural conservation. The 
first system included the category ‘Protected Landscape,’ yet at that time there were 
only two possible types of areas for this category. One is the areas ‘whose landscape 
possess special aesthetic qualities which are the result of the interaction of man and the 
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land’ and the other is the areas ‘that are primarily natural areas managed intensively by 
man for recreational and tourism use’ (IUCN 1978, cited in Phillips 2002: 7). 
In 1994 when this Union revised the system, a new category ‘Protected 
Landscape/Seascape’ was included. Protected Landscape/Seascape is defined as ‘[a]rea 
of land, with coast and sea as appropriate, where the interaction of people and nature 
over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant aesthetic, 
ecological and/or cultural value, and often with high biological diversity. Safeguarding 
the integrity of this traditional interaction is vital to the protection, maintenance and 
evolution of such an area.’ (Phillips 2002: 9). According to Phillips (2002: 10), this new 
category is unique because of ‘its emphasis on interaction between people and nature,’ 
and the notion of landscape in this new system can include both nature and people, both 
the past and the present, and both physical attributes and associate values. 
   The two international frameworks above show that, at first, their judgement of 
targeted sites was based on the dichotomy between nature and culture, yet nowadays a 
wider range of sites formed by the interaction between natural environments and human 
beings can be selected. 
   Accordingly, in the globalised world, despite the fact that natural settings 
themselves cannot move, a variety of products and ideas related to nature, including 
pollution and the frameworks of environmental management, can and do move. In the 
following, in order to reveal one mechanism of the globalisation of symbolic concepts 
of nature, a typical Japanese landscape, satoyama is examined in depth. 
 
1. The globalisation of satoyama: from local to national 
Satoyama itself is a compound noun consisting of two words sato, which means villages 
or human settlements, and yama which means forests or mountains. Before the middle 
of the 20th century, the word satoyama was used in many rural areas in Japan but with 
local variations in meaning. For example, in Kiso, an area in central Japan, satoyama 
meant the mountainous areas near villages and houses (Teramachi 1759, cited in 
Takeuchi 2001) whereas in Aomori, in the north of Japan, satoyama represented the 
mountains where people engaged in forestry without staying overnight (Arioka 2004). 
Although there are local variations, the original meaning of satoyama can be understood 
as forests or mountainous areas near living spaces where people obtained firewood, 
thatch or organic fertiliser. 
   In the post Second World War period, owing to drastic changes in rural areas, the 
areas recognised as satoyama have been subject to environmental destruction and 
redevelopment for residential and industrial use. The shift of energy resources from 
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firewood to fossil fuels made satoyama less valuable than before, and agricultural 
modernisation impacted on satoyama because of the use of chemical fertilisers instead 
of organic ones. Countless rural residents moved to urban areas and left behind 
cultivated land including satoyama (e.g. Maruyama 2007:3-4). On the whole, satoyama 
lost its value and was neglected. 
Consequently, in the 1970s the importance of satoyama conservation started to be 
promoted by agriculturalists and forestry experts, and the term satoyama came to be 
used in environmental discussions. In the 1980s, various symposiums were held to 
discuss satoyama conservation, for example, ‘Forest and human beings: the 
consideration of forests near cities’ organised by Asahi Shimbun Company and others in 
1986, and ‘Symposium on Japanese people’s forests’ arranged by national government 
officials and professionals concerning forest conservation in 1987. 
Since the late 1980s the word satoyama has appeared in the popular media, and in 
the 1990s and 2000s the frequency of appearance dramatically increased. In this paper, a 
series of articles published in Asahi Newspaper are selected and evaluated, because the 
newspaper was one of the most influential before the rapid development of the Internet, 
and because Asahi Newspaper is one of the most popular papers in Japan. 
In the late 1980s, initial environmental symposiums concerning satoyama 
conservation were reported in Asahi Newspaper, and in the early 1990s, the word 
satoyama started to appear in articles describing environmental protests, especially the 
protests against golf course development. For instance, on 11th June 1990, there was an 
article that reported about a forum for discussing golf course development; this forum 
emphasised the importance of satoyama because one after another had been destroyed. 
On 2nd December 1990, in an interview, Yamada Kunihiro, the author of “Golf-jo 
Boukoku-ron (the country ruined by golf courses),” argued against golf course 
development by claiming that most golf courses were built on the areas recognised as 
satoyama. He also described environmental protests to protect satoyama in several areas 
such as Ishikawa, Mie and Gifu Prefectures. In a series of discussions about satoyama 
and golf course development, satoyama became defined simply as hilly land behind 
agricultural and mountain villages, or as forests which were once used to obtain 
firewood, organic fertilisers and timber (e.g. on 28th August 1992). 
From around 1995 to 2005 satoyama appeared increasingly in newspaper reports 
because during the planning stage for Aichi Expo 2005 the proposed site was considered 
to be satoyama and the environmental importance of this particular satoyama was 
debated nationwide. Aichi Prefecture had already put forward a plan for inviting Expo 
before 1990 (for example, an article on 2nd November 1988) but it was not until 1994 
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that the basic plan was announced officially with a main theme ‘Beyond Development’ 
and with the three key words ‘technology, culture and interaction’ (17th October 1991). 
Before this official announcement in 1994, hilly land in the suburb of Nagoya urban 
area, the third largest urban area in Japan, was nominated as the venue for the Expo and 
the area was named ‘Kaisho no Mori (Kaisho Forests).’ The southern part of the venue 
would be developed for the pavilions of participating nations and the northern part 
would be transformed into footpaths and forestry experience facilities. From the 
beginning environmental protesters campaigned against the development of the venue 
by emphasising the importance of protecting fauna and flora there. However, those 
environmental protests were considered to be routine objections which were made 
before every Expo, and therefore were not taken seriously (according to the interview 
with the secretary-general of Bureau International des Expositions, published on 19th 
October 1995). 
However, in September 1995, Calgary, Canada, decided to apply for registration as 
another candidate with the theme of environmental conservation, and as a result, Aichi 
Prefecture and the national government came to consider a modification of the theme 
towards a more environmentally friendly one in order to win. In fact, at the end of 1995 
the theme changed to ‘Beyond Development: the interaction between nature, culture and 
technology’ (25th December 1995), and in late 1996 it changed again to ‘Beyond 
Development: Nature’s Wisdom’ (2nd November 1996). These changes worked because 
on 12th June 1997 the General Assembly of Bureau International des Exposition reached 
the final decision, and Aichi, Japan, won the competition. 
After the authority started to revise the main theme, environmental protests 
intensified by criticising the makeshift new theme and by emphasising the importance 
of satoyama conservation. An article on 24th October 1995 announced that protesters 
against the development of the site proposed a counterplan that the site should be 
formed as an eco-museum or a nature museum, in contrast to the local government 
attempt to destroy the forests in order to build pavilions for Expo. According to another 
article on 17th November 1995 even the Environment Agency (from 2001 the Ministry 
of the Environment) expressed disapproval of the plan by criticising the fact that Aichi 
Prefecture neglected the value of forests and by stating that satoyama had become one 
of the most important environments in terms of environmental protection. 
On 1st December 1995, Asahi Newspaper provided a commentary on the invitation 
to hold Expo 2005 in Aichi Prefecture. This article criticised the fact that the Aichi 
Prefectural government considered the forests nominated for the venue to be useless and 
questioned the way the authority interpreted the environmentally friendly theme. The 
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article also suggested that Expo should be cancelled if the government could not cope 
with environmental protests against the development of the venue. 
The plan for Expo 2005 itself was also criticised by the committee of Expo since the 
committee members themselves found that the plan included a large-scale development 
project albeit an environmentally friendly one. In addition, it was eventually discovered 
that the venue was a habitat for northern goshawks, a rare, endangered species. In the 
end the authorities promoting the development were defeated and Expo 2005 was held 
without destroying this site. On 20th January 2000 Asahi Newspaper observed that the 
authorities finally had to pay the price for neglecting environmental management even 
though they had advertised the Expo as environmentally friendly. 
In line with the long-term environmental discussion of Aichi Expo and frequent 
reports in Asahi Newspaper, various regular readers sent letters to the newspaper 
company in order to show their disagreement with the plan for Expo 2005. The 
newspaper printed many of these letters which covered mainly two views: the plan for 
Expo underestimated the value of satoyama and so it was going in the wrong direction, 
or, second, the protection of satoyama was more important than the plan for Expo 2005. 
Reflecting these readers’ opinions, Asahi Newspaper frequently referred to the 
meaning of satoyama and through a series of articles it became clear that the 
understanding of satoyama was changing. An article on 3rd August 1997 indicated that 
satoyama meant every forest and mountain near villages, whereas on 2nd October 1997 
satoyama indicated the areas near villages in mountainous regions. An article on 2nd 
December described satoyama as fabricated nature created by human beings, century 
after century, and which comprised, as opposed to untouched deep forests, everything 
related to their livelihood including coppices, farmland, watercourses, grassland and so 
forth. Through the discussion about Expo 2005, which included contributions from 
diverse stakeholders of environmental conservation in Japan, eventually the meaning of 
satoyama changed to a whole set of rural environments which are valuable, accessible, 
co-existing forms of nature. 
The evaluation of the change of satoyama’s meaning reveals the following two 
points. One point is that, when a local word or phrase describing a specific natural 
setting is separated from the local area and is shared by almost the total population, 
nationwide problems become debatable and negotiable by using the same word despite 
several regional variations of meaning. The other point is that, when a local word or 
phrase describing a specific natural setting spreads nationwide, professionals and the 
media play key roles as catalysts to integrate diverse local variations into one single and 
unique concept. 
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In fact, concerning the relation between environmental conservation and the media, 
Macnaghten and Urry (1998: 58) state that since the 1980s ‘the mass media have come 
to occupy centre-stage in the emergence of the discourse of “the environment”’ and 
Harris-Jones (1993: 50) claims that ‘[t]he interventions of the media […] are crucial for 
the formation of a Gestalt about environmentalism.’ The case shown above seems to 
prove that these statements are right. 
Accordingly, through the process in which the word satoyama is separated from its 
locality and lodged in diverse areas in Japan, the total population comes to share its new 
single meaning, and to be aware of the crucial environmental problem for all of the 
residents in a nation, i.e. satoyama destruction. 
 
2. The globalisation of satoyama: from national to global 
In 2008, when Nagoya, Japan, was officially appointed as the next host country of the 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention of Biological Diversity, the Japanese 
government attempted to propose an initiative for the protection of cultivated nature. A 
reason of this proposal was that, in the last few decades, diverse countries and regions 
have contributed to international environmental discussions and they have shared the 
importance of the protection of cultivated nature. The Ministry of the Environment 
selected the word satoyama as the title of the initiative because satoyama had been 
considered as a typical example of cultivated nature. This Ministry and the United 
Nations University Institute of Advanced Studies jointly proposed the SATOYAMA 
Initiative to conserve sustainable human-influenced nature through broader global 
recognition of its value. However, the idea of the SATOYAMA Initiative was not 
received enthusiastically by international organisations because there were already 
several similar frameworks, such as Protected Landscape/Seascape in the categories 
system for protected areas, the International Union for Conservation of Nature, and 
cultural landscapes in the World Heritage Convention. 
An early sign of the SATOYAMA Initiative had already appeared in 2006 when the 
project of Japan Satoyama Satoumi Assessment was launched by the United Nations 
University Institute of Advanced Studies and Ishikawa International Cooperation 
Research Centre. For this project, the measurement of the Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment which was commissioned by the United Nations Secretariat General in 
2000 was selected. According to a former staff member of the Ishikawa International 
Cooperation Research Centre, they initially proposed to assess satoyama only in 
Ishikawa Prefecture, since the Centre had not obtained any meaningful outcomes in the 
previous ten-year operation. However, a government official of the Ministry of the 
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Environment suggested developing this idea into a nationwide project. Eventually, the 
Japan Satoyama Satoumi Assessment was conducted as a nationwide project and the 
outcomes were used for the preparation of the SATOYAMA Initiative. 
In the report of this assessment, a new meaning of satoyama is proposed, which is ‘a 
mosaic of both terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems comprised of woodlands, plantation, 
grasslands, farmlands, pasture, irrigation ponds and canals, with an emphasis on the 
terrestrial ecosystems (Japan Satoyama Satoumi Assessment 2010: 13).’ This definition 
of satoyama sounds scientific and objective, compared to the definition, ‘a whole set of 
rural environments,’ shared by most Japanese people through a series of environmental 
discussions. One reason why this scientific definition was proposed seems to be that, 
since the measurement of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment was selected, 
satoyama had been discussed mainly with reference to biodiversity. 
Although the Japanese government attempted to launch the SATOYAMA Initiative 
by using the key term in the nationwide environmental discussion, the main issue of the 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention of Biological Diversity in 2010 was not this 
Initiative but access to and benefit-sharing of genetic resources. In fact, there were only 
51 founder members of the International Partnership for the SATOYAMA Initiative 
(IPSI). In addition, when the SATOYAMA Initiative was officially announced, another 
understanding of satoyama was proposed, i.e. an example of Socio-Ecological 
Production Landscapes. Socio-Ecological Production Landscapes are defined as 
‘dynamic mosaics of habitats and land uses that have been shaped over the years by the 
interactions between people and nature in ways that maintain biodiversity and provide 
humans with goods and services needed for their well-being,’2 and satoyama became 
the only global example of these specific landscapes. 
Satoyama is a symbolic term for most Japanese people who have used it effectively 
in the national discussions of environmental conservation, yet the attempts of the 
national government and some professionals have resulted in satoyama becoming a less 
captivating word internationally. In other words, when a word or phrase describing a 
specific natural setting nationwide is utilised in the global content, the word or phrase is 
interpreted and translated by using scientific and objective concepts. As a result, the 
new meaning with its scientific explanation comes to lose its familiarity and 
attractiveness. 
 
3. The globalisation of satoyama: practices in a global conference 
Although the SATOYAMA Initiative failed to achieve popularity in international society, 
a series of practices concerning this Initiative have conducted. In the following, a global 
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conference of this Initiative is examined in order to reveal how much stakeholders 
achieve under this Initiative. 
The fourth Global Conference of the International Partnership for the SATOYAMA 
Initiative (IPSI) was held in Fukui Prefecture, in September 2013. Fukui Prefecture is 
located in the north-central part of Japan, and has abundant natural resources, for 
example, 75 per cent of the land is forest3. This prefecture is also famous for the 
production of rice. The global conference of IPSI itself lasted for three days, 12-14 
September, organised by IPSI Secretariat, United Nations University Institute of 
Advanced Studies. Yet ‘SATOYAMA Initiative International Convention 2013 in Fukui’ 
was held for a week co-hosted by Fukui Prefecture, IPSI and the Ministry of the 
Environment, with collaboration from Hokuriku Environmental Federation. In this 
seven-day convention, although several events were offered to both IPSI and non-IPSI 
members, most events were arranged separately and differently. 
On 11th September, for IPSI members an optional homestay programme was offered 
and 30 people from 21 countries took up this option. On the other hand, for non-IPSI 
members the SATOYAMA Masters Summit was held in Fukui Prefectural Dinosaur 
Museum and at night there was a reception for these non-IPSI members in Katsuyama 
City. Approximately 200 people attended, more than half of whom seemed to be local 
residents, and most of the others were involved with satoyama conservation in Japan. In 
this summit, the keynote speech was conducted by Professor Emeritus Shinji, Tokyo 
University of Agriculture, who encouraged local activists by offering professional 
knowledge and evaluation. 
After the keynote speech, six different cases were presented by the activists who 
were dedicated to protecting satoyama in their local areas. Four of these six presenters 
grew up in their local areas and are now engaged there in agriculture, forestry or a 
small-scale business. These people have been seriously conscious of the protection of 
their local environments and eventually they noticed that satoyama could be a keyword 
for their activities. According to Doshita’s research outcomes in Kyoto Prefecture 
(Doshita 2012), in the early 2000s, satoyama was a useful term for tourists and the 
people who were in the tourism related businesses, but most local residents did not tend 
to use the term satoyama. When local residents discussed their local environments, they 
used the exact words, such as paddy fields, forests, rivers and mountains. It can be seen 
that in the last decade, satoyama has become a key term for local residents who have 
managed their local environments through agriculture and forestry. 
   On 12th September, for IPSI members, there was an excursion in Echizen City and 
Five Lakes of Mikata to observe local activities concerning environmental protection. 
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During this excursion, local consultants and residents explained several projects, for 
example, training for reintroducing white stocks, an endangered bird, to the wild, and 
natural restoration near the lake to maintain the habitats of the corbicula clam, an edible 
local shellfish. At night, there was a reception for IPSI members. 
On the same day, for non-IPSI members, a different excursion named ‘satoyama 
tour’ was held in Katsuyama City. These tour participants, who were Japanese, had 
attended the SATOYAMA Masters Summit the day before. In this excursion, local 
guides and curators explained how local residents managed their activities in order to 
protect rural environments in Katsuyama. Tour participants had an opportunity to 
exchange their experiences with local organisers as well as with other participants. 
In the morning of the 13th September, there was a closed assembly for IPSI members 
in Fukui International Activities Plaza. In the afternoon of the 13th September and in the 
morning of the 14th September, there was a public forum of IPSI in which participants 
asked to be divided into several groups and to discuss the management and utilisation of 
Socio-Ecological Production Landscapes. If non-IPSI members wished to join the 
public forum, they had to apply for this separately in addition to their application for the 
convention. There were 124 IPSI members in the closed assembly, and 143 participants 
in the public forum. Concerning these numbers, only 19 people seemed to be 
non-members. Most participants of the public forum seemed to be academic researchers, 
staff of non-governmental organisations, or governmental officials. 
In the group discussion of the public forum, several IPSI members from foreign 
countries claimed that they did not know or understand what Socio-Ecological 
Production Landscapes were. However, they considered that their local fields could be 
recognised as satoyama-like landscape. In fact, some members maintained the areas 
selected by other international frameworks, and they believed that the SATOYAMA 
Initiative could overlap the protection of their areas. As a result, they seem to be 
successful in obtaining multiple technical and financial benefits to manage their 
conserved areas. A researcher from Taiwan commented that the SATOYAMA Initiative 
seemed to enable IPSI members to conserve their rural settings by focusing on human 
activities rather than on nature and the environment. According to this participant, other 
frameworks for conservation, such as Protected Landscapes/Seascapes of the 
International Union for Conservation of Nature, emphasised the conservation of nature, 
the environment and ecosystems. 
In the afternoon of the 14th September, the public symposium, which was open to 
the public, was held, and there were approximately 300 attendees, including residents of 
Fukui Prefecture, non-IPSI members who participated in the SATOYAMA Masters 
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Summit, and of course, IPSI members. A report on the results of the IPSI assembly and 
public forum was offered at the beginning of the symposium, and so non-IPSI members 
had an opportunity to understand the international discussion in the global conference of 
IPSI. However, in this symposium there was no opportunity for non-IPSI members to 
express their opinions or ideas, even though they are the people who manage and 
conserve satoyama in Japan. 
   The report of the convention above shows that the arrangement of the two different 
sets of events, one for IPSI members and the other for non-IPSI members, creates a rift 
between local or ordinary Japanese residents who are dedicated to satoyama 
conservation and international professionals. According to the presentation of six case 
studies, local residents have come to use satoyama as a keyword of their environmental 
management and they have valuable outcomes to their methods of satoyama 
conservation. However, there was no opportunity for both IPSI and non-IPSI members 
to share their successful experiences unless non-IPSI members had appropriate 
professional status and English ability for entry to the global conference of IPSI. 
To sum up this section, satoyama started as a local term indicating neighbouring 
forests and came to be used as a keyword of the national environmental movement. 
However, in the global context, the meaning of satoyama has been changed by 
academics and professionals in terms of nature conservation, and the meaning has 
become scientific and objective. In addition, the practices in the global conference of 
satoyama reveal that the people who engage in hands-on satoyama management are 
excluded from the international discussion concerning satoyama conservation. 
 
4. Concluding remarks 
In this paper, the globalisation of satoyama is evaluated in depth in order to reveal a 
mechanism of the globalisation of symbolic concepts of natural settings. According to 
the case study introduced above, there are at least two levels of changes, from local to 
national and national to global. In the change from local to national level, on the one 
hand, there is a common problem, i.e. the destruction of the rural environment in local 
areas, and on the other hand, there is a keyword with local variations of meaning, 
satoyama. Professionals and the media play a key role to promote the importance of 
sharing the same understanding of the problem and to integrate the keyword’s local 
variations. In this context, those professionals and the media approach lay people for 
their consent to environmental solutions. 
   In the change from national to global level, there is a common difficulty as well, i.e. 
the destruction and abandonment of cultivated land. At this level, in order to share the 
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same understanding, diverse stakeholders require an international framework. The 
Japanese government and its counterparts attempted to propose a useful framework and 
named it the SATOYAMA Initiative. However, through this attempt, the meaning of 
satoyama has been changed and satoyama has been interpreted by using scientific 
explanations. In this context, professionals’ contributions are directed towards other 
international professionals or foreign government bodies. In reality, neither the change 
of the meaning of satoyama nor the professionals’ contributions to other international 
stakeholders has resulted in meaningful achievement. Furthermore, the practices of the 
SATOYAMA Initiative have created gaps between Japanese local practitioners and 
potential international counterparts. 
   In addition, concerning international tacit consents, it is unusual for an international 
initiative to be named after one specific word unique to one country. The word 
satoyama was a local folk term without any political nuance, yet since the Japanese 
government started to use this word politically, regardless of positive intentions, the 
SATOYAMA Initiative has been destined to fail to receive any international recognition. 
   Accordingly, in the globalisation of satoyama, professionals play a key role, yet the 
nature of professionals’ contributions is different between the local to national level and 
the national to global level. From local to national level, professionals play a key role in 
the development of lay knowledge, for example, the understanding of satoyama and the 
awareness of rural environmental destruction. As a result, satoyama became a popular 
term of environmental conservation in Japan. In contrast, from national to global level, 
professionals contribute to the enhancement of scientific knowledge, and their 
contributions result in eclipsing the attraction of the term satoyama. 
In this respect, the globalisation of a symbolic concept of a natural setting can be 
seen to be beneficial when the concept becomes meaningful and useful for lay people, 
yet the symbolic concept can lose its value when it becomes interpreted and specified by 
scientific explanations to be shared by worldwide professionals and government bodies. 
Globalisation influences diverse activities of both scientists and lay people, yet to gain 
practical advantages from globalisation, genuine interaction between scientists and 
non-scientists seems to be essential. 
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Notes 
1 According to the Operational Guidelines available online (whc.unesco.org/en/guidelines). 
2 According to Paris Declaration on the ‘SATOYAMA Initiative’ on the website of the SATOYAMA 
Initiative (http://satoyama-initiative.org/wp/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/Paris_Declaration_EN_ 
april2010_revised03_low.pdf). 
3 According to the official information of Fukui Prefecture  (http://www.pref.fukui.jp/doc/about/about. 
html). 
 
 
Reference 
Appadurai, Arjun (1996) Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization. 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota. 
Arioka, Toshiyuki (2004) Satoyama I. Tokyo: Hosei Daigaku Shuppan-kai. 
Bestor, Theodore, C. (2004) Tsukiji: The Fish Market at the Center of the World. 
Berkeley: University of California Press 
Doshita, Megumi (2012) Satoyama Kanko no Shigen Jinruigaku.Tokyo: Shinyo-sha. 
Fowler, Peter (2003) World Heritage Cultural Landscapes 1992-2002. Paris: UNESCO 
World Heritage Centre. 
Giddens, Anthony (1990) The Consequences of Modernity. Stanford: Stanford 
University Press. 
Groth, Paul (1997) Frameworks for cultural landscape study. In Paul Groth and Todd W. 
Bressi, eds., Understanding Ordinary Landscapes, pp. 1-21. New Haven: Yale 
University Press. 
Harris-Jones, Peter (1993) Between science and shamanism: the advocacy of 
environmentalism in Tronto. In Kay Milton, ed., Environmentalism: The View from 
Anthropology, pp.43-58. London: Routledge. 
Inda, Jonathan Xavier and Renato Rosaldo (2002) The Anthropology of Globalization: A 
Reader. Malden: Blackwell. 
Japan Satoyama Satoumi Assessment (2010) Satoyama-Satoumi Ecosystems and 
Human Well-being: Socio-ecological Production Landscapes of Japan. Tokyo: 
United Nations University.  
Macnaghten, Phil and John Urry (1998) Contested Natures. London: SAGE 
Publications. 
Maruyama, Tokuji (2007) Ima naze satoyama-gaku ka. In Tokuji Maruyama and 
Tomiyasu Miyaura eds., Satoyama-gaku no Susume, pp.1-26. Kyoto: Showa-do. 
15 
 
Matsutake Worlds Research Group (2009) A new form of collaboration in cultural 
anthropology. American Ethnologist, 36 (2): 380-403. 
Meinig, D.W. (1979) Reading the landscape: An appreciation of W.G. Hoskins and J.B. 
Jackson. In In D.W. Meinig, ed., The Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes, 
pp.153-163. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Pepper, David (1996) Modern Environmentalism: An Introduction. London: Routledge 
Phillips, Adrian (2002) 2. Background- an introduction to Category V protected areas. 
In Adrian Phillips, Management Guidelines for IUCN Category V Protected Areas 
Protectes Landscapes/Seascapes. IUCN. 
Takeuchi, Kazuhiko (2001) Satoyama no shizen wo dou toraeruka. In Kazuhiko 
Takeuchi, Izumi Washitani and Atsushi Tsunekawa, eds., Satoyama no 
Kankyo-gaku, pp.1-38. Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppan-kai. 
Yamada, Isamu (2010) Sekai no mori no seitai-shigen to senjumin shakai no henbo. 
Kyosei no Bunka Kenkyu, 4: 74-89. 
 
 
 
Received on November 30, 2014. 
 
